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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to applicant's amendments and remarks filed on January 
14, 2009. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 17-18 have been amended . 

3. Claims 1-18 are currently pending . 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on January 14, 2009 have been fully and carefully considered 
but are respectfully found to be not persuasive for at least the following reason(s). 

5. In regard to Applicant's remarks on pg. 7, fourth paragraph, regarding the rejection made 
under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph with regard to independent claims 1,6, 17 and as well 
as the corresponding dependent claims, Applicant asserts that "...the term 'directly' is a 
commonly used patent claim term, and that one skilled in the art would understand the term to 
mean 'without any intervening step or process '...thus one skill in the art would know that the 
terms directed to extracting data encoding the preview image directly from the stream of data 
would preclude extracting data encoding the preview image indirectly from the stream of data 
(e.g. from a file received from a stream and then stored)...". Applicant's argument(s) are fully 
considered, however found to be not persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

a. First, without acquiesces to Applicant's remarks with regard to whether or not the 
term "directly" being a commonly used patent claim term, Examiner respectfully submits 
that statistics on frequent usages of a term is rather irrelevant in determining the 
definiteness of a claim limitation. Further, as previously indicated in previously-mailed 
Office Action that such a limitation is considered as a relative limitation, and without any 
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sufficient descriptions further depicting such a relative limitation, and the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree (for instance, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would consider a process to be "directly" carried out when it has 
been reduced from originally ten steps to just five steps; whereas others might only 
consider it to be "directly" when it is been reduced from ten steps to merely one step, thus 
it is rather relative than explicit), and therefore the scope of such a relative limitation is 
incapable to be distinctly and explicitly determined, in turns render the limitation 
indefinite. 

b. Second, as alleged by Applicant that "directly" should be defined as "without any 
intervening step or process". In response, Examiner respectfully submits, if such a 
specific limitation is intended to be claimed, and/or the specific description of "without 
any intervening step or process" is intended to be used as an explicit definition of the 
term "directly", such specific definition requires to be amended into the claim languages 
in order for consideration. Therefore, Examiner respectfully submits that until such a 
relative limitation to be further described with an explicit definition, such a limitation 
must subjected to broadest reasonable interpretation. 
Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, the rejections made under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, 
second paragraph with regard to claims the independent claims 1,6, 17 and the corresponding 
dependent claims are remained proper and therefore maintained as of the record. 

6. In regard to Applicant's remarks from pg. 7, fifth paragraph to pg. 9, forth paragraph, 
regarding the rejection made under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Searby and Liu et al. with regard to 
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Claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17, Applicant asserts that no "rational reason for combining the 
teachings of Liu et al. and Searby ". Applicant's argument(s) are fully considered, however 
found to be not persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

a. First, Searby discloses an invention relates to an electronic image processing 
system for modifying initial image to produce data representing a modified image, which 
is in the field of image (i.e. thumbnail images) processing. Liu et al , discloses an 
invention relates to, but not limited to, for transforming an image created by a digital still 
camera and etc., which is also in the field of image (i.e. thumbnail images) processing. 
Therefore, both of prior arts of record are at least the analogous arts if not also in the 
same filed of endeavor(s). 

b. Second, as previously discussed in the office action mailed on July 15, 2008, from 

fourth paragraph of pg. 4 to first paragraph of pg. 5, indicated, 

"Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Searby to include the limitation of extracting data encoding 
the preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data taught by Liu et 
al. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to have modified Searby by the teachings of Liu et al . to include the limitation of 
extracting data encoding the preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the 
stream of data taught by Liu et al ., thereby obtaining "the thumbnail representation 
associated with the main image remains unchanged. . ." (col. 2, In 8-9) and "a system and 
method for properly transforming a digital image . . . such that the transformed metadata 
accurately reflects transformation made to the main image" (col. 2, In 32-37). " 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been able to readily 
realize the benefits and/or advantages in incorporating the teachings of two references. Thus, for 
at least the reasons set forth above, the rejections made under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Searby 
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and Liu et al. with regard to claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17 are remained proper and therefore 
maintained. 

7. In regard to Applicant's remarks on pg. 10, first paragraph regarding the rejection made 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Searby and Liu et al. . Applicant asserts that Liu et al. (a) "does not 
disclose or suggest extracting data encoding the preview image directly from the stream of data 
... "; and (b) "(in Liu et al.) any data associated with a preview image is first stored and then 
extracted and processed, whereas in Applicant's claimed invention, the data encoding the 
preview image is extracted directly (i.e. without a proceeding storing step) from the stream of 
data ". Applicant's argument(s) are fully considered, however found to be not persuasive for at 
least the following reasons. 

a. With regard to argument (a), in response, Examiner respectfully submits that as 
admitted by Applicant that "any data associated with a preview image (in Liu et al .)" is 
"first stored and then extracted and processed" (first paragraph of pg. 10), therefore Liu 
et al . at least disclose extracting of data associated with a preview image and to be 
processed (also see the details discussed in third paragraph of pg. 4 in previously-mailed 
office action dated July 15, 2008). 

b. With regard to argument (b), in response, Examiner respectfully submits, in 
accordance with Applicant's statement of, in Liu et al. , "any data associated with a 
preview image is first stored and then extracted and processed". Now, turning to 
currently-presented version of independent claim 1 (for example), specifically recites, 
inter alia, "a file storage device configured to store a master file including data from the 



Application/Control Number: 10/607,057 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2625 

stream of data, wherein the controller is configured to create a preview image with a 
lower data size than the scanned image from at least part of the data encoding the 
scanned image, wherein the con troller is furth er configured to extract data encoding the 
preview image directly from the stream of data In accordance with the claim 
language (in the second 'wherein clause '), "the data encoding the preview image" is 
clearly being extracted from "the stream of data", and "the stream of data" is clearly 
being stored prior to "extracting" according to the exact claim limitation(s) "a file 
storage device configured to store a master file including data from the stream of 
data "(in the first 'wherein clause 'prior to the process of "extracting" in the second 
'wherein clause '). Therefore, the teachings of Liu et al. as also admitted by Applicant 
that in Liu et al. , any data associated with a preview image is first stored and then 
extracted and processed, which clearly read on the broad scope of at least the independent 
claims, first stored and then extract. 

c. In continuation of responses to argument (b), Applicant's second part of argument 
(b), "whereas in Applicant 's claimed invention, the data encoding the preview image is 
extracted directly (i.e. without a proceeding storing step) from the stream of data ". 
First, the alleged argument of "without a proceeding storing step" is not persuasive as it is 
inconsistent with previously recited claim limitation, which clearly indicates "a file 
storage device configured to store a master file including data from the stream of data ", 
thus "the stream of data" has been stored in "a file storage device" prior to extracting at 
least according the claim languages. Second, Applicant's remarks of "without a 
proceeding storing step", such a description has neither being amended into nor merely- 
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required by the broad scope of the claim(s). Therefore, as also indicated previously, 
Applicant's respectfully suggest to add and/or amend such limitation into the claims, and 
to be consistent with Applicant's invention, in order for consideration of such limitations. 
Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, the rejections made under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Searby and Liu et al. with regard to claims 1-2, 6-10 and 15-17 are remained proper and 
therefore maintained. 

8. In regard to Applicant's remarks in second paragraph of pg. 10 in remarks, regarding the 
rejection made under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicant asserts that Liu et al. "does not disclose or 
suggest extracting data encoding the preview image written to a thumbnail file in order to create 
the preview image ". Applicant's argument(s) are fully considered, however found to be not 
persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

a. Without acquiesces to Applicant's aforementioned argument, the exact claim 
language recited in independent claim 1, for example, provides "... and to write the 
extracted data to a thumbnail file in order to create the preview image". Applicant is 
respectfully suggested for considering MPEP 21 1 1.06 and MPEP2106 II. C. with relating 
to statement of intended use or field of use which indicates "claim scope is not limited by 
claim language that suggest or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed, 
or by claim language that does not limit a claim to a particular structure . . .", with respect 
to current claim languages (i.e. "to write... " rather than "writes "; "in order to create " 
rather than "creates", etc.). 



Application/Control Number: 10/607,057 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2625 

b. In continuation of above, as the rejection was made under 103(a) over two prior 
arts of record, without acquiesces to the argument relating to Liu et al , with respect to the 
argued limitation of "... and to write the extracted data to a thumbnail file in order to 
create the preview image", merely in the primary reference, Searby , i.e. in "Abstract", 
discloses, among others, "a electronic image processing system, comprises a large 
capacity store comprising a source area for storing data representing an initial image 
and a destination area for storing data representing a modified image. A control 
processor calculates transformation parameters and controls the transfer of portions of 
the initial image data to a high speed low capacity cache store", which readily read on 
the scope of the argued limitation. 
Therefore, as the rejection was based on the combination of the references, and in instant, for at 
least the primary reference disclose the limitation(s) in argument, the rejection made under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over Searby and Liu et al. with regard to claims 1-2, 6-10 and 15-17 are remained 
proper and therefore maintained. 

9. With regard to Applicant's remarks in third paragraph of pg. 10, Applicant asserts that 
the corresponding dependent claims are allowable because they depend from the independent 
claims 1, 6, and/or 17. However, since the rejections of claims 1, 6 and 17 are maintained for 
reasons stated above, the grounds of rejection for the corresponding dependent claims are also 
maintained since applicant has not pointed to the deficiencies of the rejection. 

10. With regard to Applicant's remarks in fourth paragraph of pg. 10, with regard to the 
typographical errors of the previous office action. Examiner herein submits for the record, on 
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January 14, 2009, upon a telephonic inquiry made from Mr. Michael E. Monaco (Reg. 52,041), 
Examiner has already clearly pointed out to Applicant (on January 15, 2009) that, in the claim 
number in the rejection ground set forth in paragraph 9 of previous office action is clearly 
typographic errors, and "Claims 1-2 and 6-10 ..." should be "Claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17" as the 
discussions of claims 15 and 17 are subsequently followed after the rejection ground. In 
addition, with regard to dependent claim 9, mere general allegation of "a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been presented" without specifically pointing out how the language of the 
claims patentably distinguishes them from the references, Applicant's arguments fail to comply 
with 37 CFR 1.11 1(b), thus respectfully found to be not persuasive. 

(The grounds of rejection and/or objection are maintained for at least the responses set forth above and/or 
the reasons of record set forth previously; and also herein reproduced and provided with/without further 
details as in below.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

12. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

1 3 . The term "directly" in each of claims 1, 6 and 17 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "directly" is not defined by the claim with any sufficient description 
depicting such a relative limitation, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining 
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the requisite degree, and therefore the scope of such a relative limitation is unable to be distinctly 
determined. This issue also affects the corresponding dependent claims 2-5, 7-16 and 18. 
Further clarification in the claims is suggested (also see paragraph 5 of "Responses to 
Arguments" section above). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Paieniabilhy shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 1-2 and 6-10, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over EP 0589724 A2 (as admitted by Applicant in i.e. Para. [004] and [005] of 
Specification; instant prior art published on March 30, 1994, hereinafter as "Searby") and further 
in view of Liuet al. (US Patent 7,302,1 18). 

With regard to claims 1 and 2, the claim is drawn to an image scanning and processing 
system. Applicant's admission of prior art of following discussed limitations over Searby are 
evidenced in Applicant's original disclosure, such as in Para. [004] -[005], discloses: "checking 
whether the scan resolution is high enough to show all the detail in critical region", "operator be 
able to select certain regions in the scanned images", and "able to view them at the resolution 
used to scan the original" are known from EP 0589724 ("Searby") , and further discloses that this 
publication further disclose the limitations such as "electronic image processing system" with 
"storing unit", "a viewing store", "a monitor" for displaying, and image data being "down 
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converted", then "written to a destination area" performed by "the control processor" (See 
Specification of instant Application, i.e. Para. [004] & [005]; also in Searbv, i.e. Figure 1 and 
Claims 1 and 15) (also see paragraphs 6-8 of "Responses to Arguments" section above for 
further details). 

Searby does not explicitly disclose the limitation of extracting data encoding the preview 
image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data. 

However, Liu et al. discloses an invention relates to a system and method for 
transforming a main image of a digital image, such as one stored in the EXIF (Exchangeable 
Image File) format, updating the metadata, including the thumbnail image, to correspond to the 
transformed main image (see Liu et al. i.e. "Abstract"). In details, Liu et al. specifically disclose 
the limitation of extracting thumbnail image, metadata, and etc. from EXIF data stream (see Liu 
et al, i.e. Figure 4, Steps 220-222; also Fig. 3 and col. 6, In 35-64). More specifically, "a 
decoder object 212" (in Fig. 3) extracts from the EXIF stream 220 a main image, metadata, and 
thumbnail information, further detecting whether the thumbnail image extracted is in the JPEG 
compressed format in Step 223 (in Fig. 4). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Searbv to include the limitation of extracting data encoding the 
preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data taught by Liu et al . It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified 
Searbv by the teachings of Liu et al . to include the limitation of extracting data encoding the 
preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data taught by Liu et al , thereby 
obtaining "the thumbnail representation associated with the main image remains unchanged. . ." 
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(col. 2, In 8-9) and "a system and method for properly transforming a digital image . . . such that 
the transformed metadata accurately reflects transformation made to the main image" (col. 2, In 
32-37). 

With regard to claims 6-7, 8-10 and 17, the claims are drawn to a method of scanning 
and processing an image and a method of selecting one of a plurality of master file. Applicant's 
admission of prior art of following discussed limitations over Searby are evidenced in 
Applicant's original disclosure, such as in Para. [004] -[005], discloses: "checking whether the 
scan resolution is high enough to show all the detail in critical region", "operator be able to select 
certain regions in the scanned images", and "able to view them at the resolution used to scan the 
original" are known from EP 0589724 ("Searby") , and further discloses that this publication 
further disclose the limitations such as "electronic image processing system" with "storing unit", 
"a viewing store", "a monitor" for displaying, and image data being "down converted", then 
"written to a destination area" performed by "the control processor" (See Specification of instant 
Application, i.e. Para. [004] & [005]; also in Searby , i.e. Figure I and Claims 1 and 15). 

Searby does not explicitly disclose the limitation of extracting data encoding the preview 
image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data. 

However, Liu et al. discloses an invention relates to a system and method for 
transforming a main image of a digital image, such as one stored in the EXIF (Exchangeable 
Image File) format, updating the metadata, including the thumbnail image, to correspond to the 
transformed main image (see Liu et al, i.e. "Abstract"). In details, Liu et al. specifically disclose 
the limitation of extracting thumbnail image, metadata, and etc. from EXIF data stream (see Liu 
et al, i.e. Figure 4, Steps 220-222; also Fig. 3 and col. 6, In 35-64). More specifically, "a 
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decoder object 212" (in Fig. 3) extracts from the EXIF stream 220 a main image, metadata, and 
thumbnail information, further detecting whether the thumbnail image extracted is in the JPEG 
compressed format in Step 223 (in Fig. 4). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified Searby to include the limitation of extracting data encoding the 
preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data taught by Liu et al . It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified 
Searby by the teachings of Liu et al . to include the limitation of extracting data encoding the 
preview image (or thumbnail image) directly from the stream of data taught by Liu et al , thereby 
obtaining "the thumbnail representation associated with the main image remains unchanged..." 
(col. 2, In 8-9) and "a system and method for properly transforming a digital image . . . such that 
the transformed metadata accurately reflects transformation made to the main image" (col. 2, In 



With regard to claim 15, the claim is drawn to the method according to claim 6, further 
comprising: image-processing the stream of data before creation of the preview image (see Liu et 
al. i.e. Fig. 5, Step 274, "lossless transformation on main image"). 

16. Claims 3, 11 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Searby and Liu et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17 above, and further in view of 
Patton et al. (U.S. Patent 6,795,209). 



32-37). 
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With regard to claim 3, the claim is drawn to the system according to claim 2, wherein 
the display unit provides a selection frame with which the user makes the user's selection of the 
section, the selection frame being resizable and movable. 

Searby and Liu et al. do not explicitly disclose the limitations of "selection frame" being 
"resizable" and "movable". 

However, Patton et al. disclose the limitations of having a user interface for making a 
selection of a interested image, and capable of allowing the selection to be "resizable" and 
"movable" (See i.e. Figure 7, and Column 8, lines 38-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the teachings of Searby and Liu et al. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have to include the limitations of 
"selection frame" being "resizable" and "movable" taught by Patton et al. modified the teachings 
of Searby and Liu et al. by the teachings of Patton et al. to include the limitations of "selection 
frame" being "resizable" and "movable" taught by Patton et al. for allowing the easier accesses 
of modification of the images for the customers (See "Background of Invention " in Patton et al ). 

With regard to claim 18, the claim is drawn to the system according to clam 1, further 
comprising an inkjet print device for printing the preview image and/or the scanned image (See 
Patton et al, i.e. Figure 3 A, Part 44, a digital output device; column 7, lines 29-31, discloses 
that "the digital output device can also be an inkjet printer such as Hewlett Packard DeskJet 
870xi). 
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With regard to claim 11, the claim is drawn to the method according to claim 8, further 
comprising: providing a selection frame in the survey view, wherein an operator selects a region 
of interest by sizing and positioning the selection frame in the survey view. 

Searby and Liu et al. do not explicitly disclose the limitations of "selection frame" being 
"resizable" and "movable". 

However, Patton et al. disclose the limitations of having a user interface for making a 
selection of a interested image, and capable of allowing the selection to be "resizable" and 
"movable" (See i.e. Figure 7, and Column 8, lines 38-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the teachings of Searby and Liu et al. to include the limitations of 
"selection frame" being "resizable" and "movable" taught by Patton et al. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified the teachings 
of Searby and Liu et al. by the teachings of Patton et al. to include the limitations of "selection 
frame" being "resizable" and "movable" taught by Patton et al. for allowing the easier accesses 
of modification of the images for the customers (See "Background of Invention " in Patton et al ). 

17. Claims 4 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Searby and Liu et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17 above, and further in view of 
Zhou (U.S. Pub. 2002/0015447). 

With regard to claim 4, the claim is drawn to system according to claim 2, wherein the 
selected section of the preview image is converted to a different data format before being 
displayed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/607,057 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2625 

Searby and Liu et al. do not explicitly disclose the limitations of converting the data 
format before previewing or being display. 

However, Zhou discloses the limitations of converting of data format of the data collected 
by CCD and converted the data to NTSC format for displaying on the LCD screen (See Zhou, 
Paragraph [0040]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the teachings of Searby and Liu et al. to include the limitations of 
converting the data format before previewing or being display taught by Zhou . It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified the 
teachings of Searby and Liu et al. by the teachings of Zhou to include the limitations of 
converting the data format before previewing or being display taught by Zhou , for proper 
previewing the image on LCD or TV (See Zhou. Paragraph [0040]). 

With regard to claim 12, the claim is drawn to the method according to claim 10, 
wherein the part of the scanned image representing the region of interest is converted to a 
different data format before being displayed. 

Searby and Liu et al. do not explicitly disclose the limitations of converting the data 
format before previewing or being display. 

However, Zhou discloses the limitations of converting of data format of the data collected 
by CCD and converted the data to NTSC format for displaying on the LCD screen (See Zhou, 
Paragraph [0040]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the teachings of Searby and Liu et al. to include the limitations of 
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converting the data format before previewing or being display taught by Zhou . It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified the 
teachings of Searby and Liu et al. by the teachings of Zhou to include the limitations of 
converting the data format before previewing or being display taught by Zhou , for proper 
previewing the image on LCD or TV (See Zhou, Paragraph [0040]). 

With regard to claim 13, the claim is drawn to the method according to claim 12, 
wherein the part of the scanned image representing the region of interest is compressed when 
converted to the different data format and decompressed before being displayed (see Liu et al. 
i.e. Fig. 3 and 4, "decoder object", "encoder object", "convert thumbnail data to JPEG 
compressed format). 

With regard to claim 14, the claim is drawn to the method according to claim 13, 
wherein the part of the scanned image representing the region of interest is chosen to be larger 
than a size leading to compression artifacts (see Application Specification, i.e. Para. [004], 
admitted prior art, "it may be desirable, for instance to check whether the scan resolution is high 
enough to show all the details in a critical region ("region of interested" claimed)... thus 
desired that the operator be able to select certain in the scanned image, and be able to view them 
at the resolution used to scan the original... "). 

18. Claims 5 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Searby 
and Liu et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 6-10, 15 and 17 above, and further in view of Baggs et al. 
(U.S. Pub. 2003/0231801). 
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With regard to claims 5 and 16, the claim is drawn to the system and the method 
according to claim 1 and claim 6 respectively. Searby and Liu et al. do not explicitly disclose the 
limitations of detection of the "artifacts" associated with preview images. 

However, Baggs et al. disclose the limitations of detecting the presence of visual artifacts 
(See Baggs et al, i.e. Claims 1, 23 and "Abstract"). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the teachings of Searby and Liu et al. to include the limitations of 
detection of the "artifacts" associated with preview images taught by Baggs et al. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have the teachings of 
Searby and Liu et al. by the teachings of Baggs et al. to include the limitations of detection of 
the "artifacts" associated with preview images taught by Baggs et al , for improving the quality 
of a digital image of a document (See Baggs et al . i.e. Paragraph [0003]). 

Conclusion 

19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

20. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacky X. Zheng whose telephone number is (571) 270-1 122. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30 a.m. -5p.m., Alt. Friday Off. 

22. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Twyler L. Haskins can be reached on (571) 272-7406. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

23. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Jacky X. Zheng/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2625 
February 27, 2009 



/Twyler L. Haskins/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



